Background: As a discipline, neuroethics addresses a range of questions and issues generated by basic neuroscientific research (inclusive of studies of putative neurobiological processes involved in moral and ethical cognition and behavior), and its use and meanings in the clinical and social spheres. Here, we present Part 4 of a four-part bibliography of the neuroethics literature focusing on clinical and social applications of neuroscience, to include: the treatment-enhancement discourse; issues arising in neurology, psychiatry, and pain care; neuroethics education and training; neuroethics and the law; neuroethics and policy and political issues; international neuroethics; and discourses addressing "trans-" and "post-" humanity. Methods: To complete a systematic survey of the literature, 19 databases and 4 individual open-access journals were employed. Searches were conducted using the indexing language of the U.S. National Library of Medicine (NLM). A Python code was used to eliminate duplications in the final bibliography. Results: When taken with Parts 1-3, this bibliography aims to provide a listing of international peerreviewed papers, books, and book chapters published from 2002 through 2016. While seeking to be as comprehensive as possible, it may be that some works were inadvertently and unintentionally not included. We therefore invite commentary from the field to afford completeness and contribute to this bibliography as a participatory work-in-progress.
Introduction
In A Theory of Justice, philosopher John Rawls proposed that the ethico-legal structure of society is based those ways that constructs of rightness or wrongness are applied to any situation [1] . The citations in this fourth part of a bibliography of neuroethics reflect works that focus upon the social aspects of research and clinical advances in the brain sciences. To be sure, neuroscience is not confined to the laboratory, as the demand for, and concomitant concerns about "bench-to-bedside" translation are increasing. Questions about the use of neuroscientific approaches to define normality; the meaning and relevance of what constitutes (and who receives) treatment or enhancement; the ability and validity of using neuroimaging to depict consciousness; and the trajectory of human biology and society, each and all arise from the interfluence of neuroscientific advancement and social expectation(s) and anxieties. Addressing these questions is, and will not be, simple or easy. As Illes et al. have noted, "…frontier technology that is able to touch on our personhood, especially in bioscience and information science, is shaping our future" [2] .
The direction of brain science can, and arguably should be guided by neuroethics. The neuroethics literature "… seeks to give neuroscience what bioethics and the ethical, legal and social implication (ELSI) programs provided for the human genome project: a platform for scientists, lawyers, philosophers, sociologists, other scholars and the general public to interact and discuss the future of neuroscience" [3] . In this way, the literature -and this bibliography -provide a view to the discourse to date, and the foundation upon which to build engagement at present and in the future. To be sure, this future will ever more involve, and affect the world stage, as brain science becomes an increasingly international enterprise. Viewed from an international vantage point, neuroethics has the potential to go beyond "…absolutism, cultural essentialisms, and unrealistic ethical philosophies, [and] arrives at a small set of principles about proper human flourishing that are more culturally inclusive and cosmopolitan in spirit…empowerment, non-obsolescence, self-creativity, and citizenship" [4] .
The inclusion of "citizenship" is important, because both professionals (in the natural, physical, life and social sciences, medicine, and government) and various publics "…must have the power -defined by quality of knowledge and ease of access -to help shape that future". … It is in this spirit that a consistent goal of this bibliographic series is to invite ongoing professional and public participation in contributing to its further development, and in so doing bolstering the informational groundwork upon which the future of neuroscience can stand.
The following bibliographies provide neuroethics' literature on the clinical and social implications of neurological advances from [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] [2010] [2011] [2012] [2013] [2014] [2015] [2016] . The bibliographies cover a range of topics, to include:
I. Health care a) issues in/of the treatment-enhancement discourse b) ethical issues in neurology (including neurorehabilitation) c) ethical issues in psychiatry (including gender and
LGBT issues) d) ethical issues in anesthesiology/pain medicine (including addiction) II. Neuroethics education/training III. Neuroethics and law IV. Neuroethics and policy and politics V. International neuroethics VI."Trans"/"post" human issues Methods for systematically searching relevant literature devoted to neuroethics are identical to those utilized in the first 3 parts of this bibliography [5] [6] [7] . The United States National Library of Medicine's (NLM) indexing language-MeSH (Medical Subject Headings)-was used to generate the basic search strategy for each topic. MeSH contains ethics-related terms developed for BIOETHICSLINE, a specialty database devoted to bioethical issues produced for NLM by the Kennedy Institute of Ethics from 1975 Ethics from -2000 Citations were retrieved from the following databases: These listings of citations are "participatory bibliographies" in that readers are encouraged to submit additional cites via the "Comments" section of this document or by contacting the bibliographic manager at bioethics@georgetown.edu. Neuroethics 2013 Neuroethics , 6:483-497. doi:10.1007 Krstić P: The better human, the better than human: limits of enhancement. Filozofija i Društvo 2012, 23 (2) Ray KS: Not just "study drugs" for the rich: stimulants as moral tools for creating opportunities for socially disadvantaged students. Am J Bioeth 2016, 16 (6) Sattler S, Mehlkop G, Graeff P, Sauer C: Evaluating the drivers of and obstacles to the willingness to use cognitive enhancement drugs: the influence of drug characteristics, social environment, and personal characteristics. Subst Abuse Treat Prev Policy 2014, 9:8. doi: 10.1186/1747-597X-9-8.
Sattler S, Forlini C, Racine E, Sauer C: Impact of contextual factors and substance characteristics on perspectives toward cognitive enhancement. PLoS One 2013, 8(8) Charland LC: A madness for identity: psychiatric labels, consumer autonomy, and the perils of the internet. Philos Psychiatr Psychol 2004, 11(4) :335-349.
Chen DT, Shepherd LL: When, why, and how to conduct research in child and adolescent psychiatry: practical and ethical considerations. Psychiatr Clin North Am 2009, 32 (2) Gillett GR: The subjective brain, identity, and neuroethics. Am J Bioeth 2009 Bioeth , 9(9):5-13. doi:10.1080 Giordano J: On the implications of changing constructs of pain and addiction disorders in the DSM-5: language games, ethics and action. IJLHE 2011, 7(1) :1-8.
Giordano J: Neuroimaging in psychiatry: approaching the puzzle as a piece of the bigger picture(s). AJOB Neurosci 2012 Neurosci , 3(4):54-56. doi:10.1080 Neurosci /21507740.2012 Greely HT: Direct brain interventions to "treat" disfavored human behaviors: ethical and social issues.
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Discussion and conclusions
It is our intent that this bibliography will provide background resources that can foster a greater understanding of recent ethical issues in translational neurosciences, facilitate deeper discourse about such issues, and contribute to a more complete view of the literature in neuroethics, if not the field, at large. In regarding this work, it becomes clear that neuroethics is a sub-field of bioethics, and thus as a focused aspect of ethics in general [8] [9] [10] . The "substrates" of such ethical address and analyses are research and applications of brain science, and both are involved, to some extent, with a contingent understanding of the relationships of brain structure to functions of thought, emotion and behavior. Thus, it could be argued that many (if not all) of the questions of this field are either directly or indirectly entwined with what Chalmers has called the "hard problem" of neuroscience [11] . Does this make neuroethics somewhat different from other domains of ethical analysis? Perhaps, in that there are persistent unknowns that pervade vantage point develop and enhance the discipline and practices of neuroethics and its value to brain science and society both at present, and in the future.
